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ABSTIACT 

Chief administrators of 218 institutions throughouit 
the 0*3* and Guam were surveyed regarding the evaluatibn of college 
and university administrators* The need for aaministrative evaluation 
in higher education was addressed, along with the purposes of and 
processes for such evaluation. Eecommendations and cautions are 
offered. If evaluation is to be used as a positive means of bringing 
about Improvement of administrative action, the authors urge that the 
results of the evaluation should be treated in an organi^ed^ 
agraed-^upon, confidential nature. The use of a review comfflittee is 
recommended as the most favorable methoS for evaluating each echelon 
of the administrative hierarchy. A review coismittee composei of 
selective members representing all constituf mces served by the 
administrator being evaluated appears to offer the most valid and 
reliable machinery for carrying out this complex task, (LBH) 
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FORWARD 



TwD college administrators initiated a search for information concerning 
the eva]uatron of top administrators that would be useful to them in 
their own Inst 1 tuit Ion « A/fter a thorougih library search was made and 
proved to fae of little assistance It ii^a-s decided to p^ursue the search for 
inforrnat I OH' by asking chief adminf st ratdrs of mstltyt ions throughout the 
United States w'hat they were doing at their institutions In this regard, 
The fliodings of this study reports the state of the art of evaluating 
col lege and yniversily administrators in sott© two huntfrad and eighteen 
institytions scattered throughoyt forty-seven states^ the District of 
Colufnbia and Guam. Finally* the report offers some recommandat 5 ons 
and cautions to big considered In deva loping a systematic evaluation 
program' for administrators In higher ediicatfon/. 



ienedict J » Surv^i 1 1 
Stanley J. Heywood 



e 



1 



PART I 

THE NEED FOR ADMINISTRATIVE EVALUATION 
IN HIGHER EDUCATION 

If institutions of higher education are going to meet chanenges which 
are on their door steps today and are to meet the challenges effectively 
in the future, capable administrative leadership must be at hand. In a 
creative and Imaginative way, this leadership must be capable of guiding, 
directing, and influencing the behavior of others toward intelligent 
institutional goals. The starting point is the clear definition of 
goals or objectives as so cogently discussed by Marshall E. Dimock as 
he wrote about the "executive". 

"The first step In rounding out your jurisdiction is 
the clear determination of objectives, for you cannot 
make valid detailed plans for either your program or 
your strategy until you know Just where organization, 
personne!, leadership, and control . . • Fixing your 
objectives is like Identifying the North Star - you 
sight your compass on It and then use it as the^TOans 
of getting back on track when you tend to stray". 

With the Increasing complexity of higher education administration, 
it is almost Inevitable that administrators will stray off course 
from time to time. With the assistance of preplanned evaluation 
procedures, the course may be more readily corrected to meet pre- 
determined objectives. 

Complexity of higher education, together with competition for the tax 
dollar, have brought about a cry for accountability through evaluation 
in all phases of higher education, a cry becoming more pronounced with 
each passing year. Regents, presidents, chancellors, deans, and other 
administrators in higher education throughout our country can no longer 
allow this cry to go unanswered. Where can higher education turn to 
obtain assistance to answer the challenge? Some Institutions have 
attempted to enter this complex arena without any help, some institutions 
have attempted to develop comprehensive evaluation schemes of their own, 
and many others are waiting, to see what other institutions come up with, 
and finally Institutions are not facing up to the challenge at all. 

Richard I. Miller, In his book, Developing Programs for Faculty Evaluation, 
states: "Evaluation should Include all segments of the collegiate 
enterprise; students, faculty, service personnel, administrators. We h^ve 
a rich literature of research and experience in student evaluation, very 
little on service personnel, and still less on administrators", I 

'Dimock, Marshall E., The Executive In Action, (New York, Harper and Brothers, 
]S5^) > pp. 5^* 

^Richard I. Miller, Devel oping Programs for Faculty^ Evajuation , (San Francisco; 
Josey-Bass, 197^) PP • 77-7? 
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In an attempt to validate Miller's statement a bibliographic citation list 
was generated by ERIC on the topic of "Administrator Evaluation", This 
search produced an l8-page report consisting of 6^ separate entries. The 
largest number of studies were related to the competencies of high school 
principals^ elemntary principals, school superintendents, and guidance 
counselors. Evaluation studies of special programs in the public schools 
also were reported, however, not one study pertained to evaluating 
administrators in higher education, 

A second search was carried out through DATRIX, a branch of the University 
of Microfilms^ Ann Arbor, Michigan, This service carried out a compre- 
henslye query of dissertations using the keywords Evaluations University 
Administrators, College Administrators, University President, College 
President, College Dean ^ University Dean, Division Chairman and Department 
Chairmen, Ten references v/ere reported hwever, again to no avail to our 
study. 

James Thomas Ford's doctoral dissertation presented a comprehensive study 
for the evaluation of the department chairperson In higher education, ^ 

Our search resulted in two conclusions (1) that the topic of evaluating 
administrators in higher education was of vital concern to Institutions 
all over the United States; and, (2) as Miller had reported, there was 
very little information available. 



PART I I 



SURVEYING COLLEGES AND UNIVERSITiES 

What Is The Present State Of Evaluating The 
Top Brass In The AASCU Institutions? 



Since the literature did not report any significant Information on this 
topic, the authors decided to go directly to institutions throughout the 
United States In an attempt to obtain information first hand, A survey 
was carried out among the member Institutions of the American Association 
of State Colleges and Universities, which is composed of 321 men.her 
Institutions located in states, the District of Columbia, Guam and 
the Virgin Islands, to determine present practices In regard to the 
evaluation of admlnf strators , The AASCU institutions have a combined 
student enrollment of approximately two million students, and 
represent approKimate ly 25 per cent of the total national student 
population and 30 per cant of the student population In four-year 
i nst i tut i ons . 



Jpord, James Thomas, The Developme nt of an Instrument to Describe Administrative 
Processes at the Departront Level of Highe r Education , Auburn University, Ed.D, 
197^ EducatTon, Adfriini stratlon 
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Two hundred and eighteen institutions or 73 per cent of the 321 AASCU 
institutions responded to the questionnaire. This high response indicated 
that our concern for information on the topjc of evaluation of college 
and university administrators was shared equally by other people in 
higher education across the United States. It Is Interesting to note that 
only 71 AASCU Institutions reported that they do have a formalized 
systematic evaluation program for their administrators, if this number 
is projected as a realistic percentage of the total inembersh ip of AASCU, 
only 32 per cent of all AASCU institutions in America carry out formalized 
systematic evaluation of their top brass« What are the other 68 per cent 
doing? Our study Indicated that they are doing very little and some 
institutions (I8 per cent) report they have no administrative evaluation 
program underway at all. New York state appears to be leading the nation 
in the state of the art systematically evaluating their top brass, ^ A 
complete analysis giving a state by state report of which institutions 
are evaluating their administrators and which administrators are being 
evaluated is reported in tables 1^ 2 and 3. of the appendix. 



WHICH ADMINISTRATORS ARE MOST FREaUENTLY EVALUATED? 



If we would project the replies in this study to Include the total AASCU 
membership at the time this study was carried out j the results would 
indicate that approximately 17 per cent of the AASCU institutions^ 
formally evaluate academic deans; 1^ per cent evaluate their presidents; 
13 per cent evaluate department heads, academic vice-presidents, and 
directors; and 9 per cent evaluate admission officers^ registrars , 
piacement officers, etc. 

When we eKamine the responses of institutions that evaluate their administrator 
informally and project these replies to the total AASCU membership we find 
that the percentage as compared above Increases In all cases of admlnistra'^ 
tive levels evaluated, except at the level of the president where it 
decreases. Projections indicate that 11 per cent of all AASCU Institutions 
evaluate their presidents by some Informal evaluation procedures. Thirty- 
one per cent of the Institutions evaluate the academic deans, 21 per cent 
evaluate divisional administrators, 39 per cent evaluate department heads, 
26 per cent evaluate directors, 21 per cent evaluate vi ce-presi dents , and 
5 per cent evaluate other administrators such as business managers, 
admission officers, registrars^ placement officers, etc, 

When we examine the responses of institutions that evil uate the i r 
administrators informally and project these replies to the total AASCU 
membership we find that the percentage as compared above Increases in all 
cases of administrative levels evaluated, except at the level of the 
president where it decreases. Projections indicate that 1 1 per cent of 
all AASCU institutions evaluate their presidents by some Informal evaluation 
procedures. Thirty-one per cent of the institutions evaluate the academic 
deans, 21 per cent evaluate divisional administrators, 29 per cent evaluate 
department heads, 26 per cent evaluate directors, 21 per cent evaluate 
vice-presidents, and 5 per cent evaluate other administrators such as 
business managers, admission officers, registrars, placement of ft cers , etc. 



9 



Informal evaluation programs for administrators in the AASCU Institutions 

are reported to be used more than formalized systematic evaluation procedures. 

There are pressures for formaUzed systematic evaluation of administrators. 
The follwing comments from AASCU institutions Illustrate the source 
of the pressures. 

1, Faculty pressures as an outgrowth of student evaluation of faculty. 
2* Faculty Senate pressures. 
3, Presidential suggestion. 

Board of Regents is requesting an evaluation of the administration 

as a result of pressures from a variety of sources. 

5. Contract negotiations. 

6. State college board decided to evaluate the president on the third 
and seventh year of his presidential term. 

7. Being urged by the Board of Regents. 

8. Faculty evaluations and faculty unions are creating prassures. 

9. Pressures not necessarily from the Institution but from the Central 
Administration of the state system, 

10* Provided for tn our union contract. 

II. Everyone else is being evaluated, why not the administration, 

has become the view of the faculty and some administration. 
12* Pressures coming from nevr salary schedule* 

13. Job descriptions and performance standards are now required on 
1^ , all personne 1 * 

]k. As we move to formal faculty evaluation, we feel it is wise to 

institute formal evaluation of the administration. 
15, General pressure - that Is if some are evaluated, then all should 

be eval uated . 

T ime Tables For Implementing Administrative Evaluation Programs 

The response indicated that by 1977 6^ additional institutions plan to^ 
have systematic evaluation procedures for their administrators. If this 
number is added to the 71 institutions in the study which now have ongoing 
systematic administrative evaluation procedures^ this means that 135 
institutions or approKimate 1y ^5 per cent of all AASCU i nst I tut ions wi 1 1 
have aGhieved systematic administrative evaluation procedures by 1977^ 



10 



5 



TIME TABLES FOR IMPLEMENTING FORMALIZED, 
5VSTEMATIC EVALUATION PROGEDURES FOR 
IMSTITUTIONS WHICH DO NOT PRESENTLV 
EVALUATE ADMINISTRATORS 



RESPONSES NUMBER OF INSTITUTIONS 

Pal ] of 197^ ' 

September of 197^ ' 

November of 197^ 2 

December of 197^ 2 

Departrent Heads, December 197^ ' 

President Fall 197^, others 1975-76 ' 

During 197^^75 Academic Year 6 

January 1 , 1975 ' 

1975 3 
March 1, 1975 ' 
Sprmg 1975 ^ 
May 1975 ' 
July 1975 2 
September 1975 5 
Fall 1975 1 
During 1975-* 76 Academic Year 15 

1976 ^ 
In the next two years 5 
In 1 to 3 years ' 

1977 2 
In 2 to 3 years Z 
Five Years from Now ' 
Could not hazard a guess 1 
Unknown 

No Time Tab le JA 
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PART I I I 

PURPOSES AND PROCEOURES USED FOR EVALUATING 
ADH I NI STRATO RS 

The following excerpts from the surveys are descriptive statements expressing 
the stated purposes for evaluating college and university administrators- 

1. To provide administrators meaningful descriptive data about their 
administrative behavior* 

2. To initiate and sustain improvement in adnii n i s t rat i ve functFoning. 

3. To open and maintain communication between faculty and administration. 
To provide administrators meaningful data from the faculty's perspective 
and student's perspective, 

5. To provide a careful review at stated intervals offers the administrator 
an opportunity to improve his or her performance and also helps the 
administrator plan future career decisions in a more meaningful way. 

6. To be useful to the administrator In understanding one's strengths and 
weaknesses from the point of view of one's constituents* 

7. To determine merit salary increases, 

8. To determine tenure. 

g. To identify areas of strengths and weaknesses and to otherwlsfi racllitate 

the administrator's professional development* 
10. To contribute to personnel decisions Involving salary increase^ promotion, 

and tenure and termination. 
IK To secure student and facul ty evaluation , for personnel purposes and 

improvement of services. 

12, To evaluate the administrator's performance giving emphasis to his 
major assignments. 

13. To provide a personal inventory of each administrator's effectiveness. 
It Is meant to enable administrators to pin point their own strengths 
and weaknesses and then to develop a meaningful sel f^ Improvement 
program. 

The survey also yielded Information on evaluation procedures^ frequency, 
participation* results reporting use of rating scales, and characteristics 
eva 1 uated , 

Annual and semi-annual evaluation schedules were reported rrost frequently used 
for evaluating department heads. Although some institutions reported that 
evaluation for administrators took place annually and semi -annua 1 ly ^ 
the majority of the responses reported that the time Interval increased for 
evaluating administrators above the department head level. Five years was the 
time period predomfnantly reported for evaluating deans, vice-presidents, 
presidents and chancellors* 

Regarding participation In the evaluation process, the supervisor carrying out the 
evaluation In conf 1 dence was the most frequently reported. Also frequently 
reported was the immediate superior working in cooperation with a selective ^ 
committee representing all constituents served by the administrator. Evaluation 
conducted wholly by the faculty with no other input was the least reported procedure. 

12 
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How the evaluation results are reported varies, as the fonowing five procedures 
indicate^ 

h Results are shared in conf i dence wi th the administrator evaluated 
by the immediate supervisor to be used for personal improvement, 

2. A review committee makes specific recommendations to the Imiflediate 
supervisor of the administrator ivaluated prior to the transmittil of the 
evaluation report to the chief executive officer of the institution or to h 
imniedlate assistant. The administrator is given sufficient time to review 
the evaluation prior to being transmitted to the chief eKecutive officer. 

In the event the administrator is not satisfied with the results of the 
evaluatiDn, a review process is ava 1 1 ab le wl th the committee and again with 
the chief executive officer* 

3. Peer Rating of Administrative Officers: 

One copy of an administrator evaluation form is sent to each 
administrator in the institution with the request to make a self 
evaluation* The administrator Is not required to show the 
self evaluation to anyone. Within a short time thereafter 
each administrator is asked to select for rating a specific 
number of fellow administrators with whose performance 
he IS familiar, from a list of all administrators In the in- 
stitution. Each administrator will receive his descriptive 
ratings from his peer administrators. The administrator 
will then be able to compare his/her description with the 
description of him/her by some of his/her pears. The essence 
of this system continues to be anonymous , confidential, 
and candid. The results will not be shown to supervisors 
and will not be used for purposes of promotion or salary 
increments , 

4. President requests all the faculty to fill out an appraisal form on all 
administrators including the president. The results are shared only with 
the administrator concerned and his/her direct superior- 
s' College Committee works directly with the president to carry out an 

evaluatran of all administrators. Results are compiled and summarized 
and distributed to every faculty member. 

Examples Of Rating Scales Used By AASCU 
Insti tutions To Determine Levels Of Administrative Competency^ 



Superior Average Poor Don't Know 

10 9 8 7 6 5 ^321 X 



2. Excellent Very Good Good Fair Poor 
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Clearly Above Below 

Outstanding Expectations Satisfactory Expectations 

Insuf f i cient 
Clearly Opportuni ty 

Unsatisfactory To Observe 



Strongly Strongly 
Agree Agree Disagree Disagree 



5, Least effective effect I ve very effect I ve 

12 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 



6, He communicates Almost 

effectively Always Always Sometirries Rarely 

Never Don ' t Know 



7, Statement She delegates authority wisely 



Check the most appropriate answer 

Non Existent (O) 
^" Poor (1) 

Below Average (2) 
Average (3) 

Above Average (4) 

Excellent (5) 



8. Statement Keeps Faculty appraised of admj n 1 s t rat I ve act I ons 

Lowest Rating Highest Rating 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 



9, Statement EKhtbits academi c leadershi p 
Check the most approprfate answer 

Always 
" Usually 

Seldom 
' Mot at all 

Don ' t Know 
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COMPILATION OF CHARACTERISTICS USED BY AASCU 
INSTITUTIONS TO EVALUATE THEIR TOf BRASS 

1, Ability to work with people 

2, Ability to supervise others 

3, Academic leidership and management 
k. Accessibility and approachab i I i ty 
5* Budget management 

6, Communications 

7, Creativity 

8, Decision making ability 

9* Delegates authority wisely 

10, Demonstrates self confidence 

IK Effective use of staff 

12. Encourages facultmto advance Ideas, to exper inient , to innovate, ete. 
13* Faculty development 

]k. Faculty personnel decisions 

15. Flexibi 1 1 ty 

16, Goal achieving 
17* Governance 

18. Institutional direction 

13 . Institutional tone 

20^ Involves others in appropriate manner 

2K Job knowledge 

22, Judgment 

23, Keeps faculty informed 
2^. Keeps students Informed 

25* Keeps faculty appraised of administrative actions 

26, Listens to others * seeks advice 

27* Overall professional performance 

28, Planning and future development 

29* Plans systemat I cally 

30. Plays strong supportive role in times of crises 

3K Professionai contributions 

32* Professional decision making 

33' Professional Integrity 

34, Provides leadership and direction In regard to the mission to the 
instltutron 

35. Public relations 

36* Relationship with faculty 

37. Sensitivity to needs of c^mpws 

38* Sensitive to institutional change 

39, Sensitive to faculty concerns _ - 

ho. Supports principal of academic freedom 

k], ^ Sensitive to student concerns 

ki. Takes actfion to remedy problems 

43, Trusted by faculty 

kk. Understands academic values 

45. Willingness to appraise situations and problenis impartially 

13 
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PART IV 

RECOMMENDATIONS AND CAUTIONS 

If evatuatim is to be WBd m a pg&itim mam of bringing ^^aut 
impnov&mnt of aAdniBtmtive aatdan^ w§ Btrmgly urge that €he maulU 
of the evalmtim Bhould be tmat&d in m orgmised agrmd ipgn omfLd^nti^al 
natum, We fuHhsr maormend the wae of a mview aomTrittm as the most 
favQTc^le method fop evalmting ^aah sehelon of the admini&tpative 
hieporahy, A mmm committee aompo&ed of B&l&Qtive mrrbem mpremnting 
all oomtitmnoieB served by the administrator being evaluated, ^pmars 
to offer the mo&t vaUd md reliable maahinery for Gcw^ing mt thw 
Qompie^ task. 

Rating Scales Should Be Used With Care 

Bergman md Siegel list the follMing as faatops whiah am amtrtbute 
to poor or ina&quate ratings: (a) frienShip^ (b) quiak guessing^ (a) 
appearmoe^ (f) predudioes^ (g) halo effmats, (M errors of aentml 
tendenay^ and (i) tenienay^ Ratings are dmviaes used to att&mpt to 
providB rough cpprai$als of beham^or. They bmaome aomman tools mainly 
beaaiASe they are easy to obtain md are often the only praatiQal mems 
avatldDle for aSBBSsing performmae. All evidenae McAlable indiaates 
that ratings may be reHable svaluatimi instrumnts if they are UB^ed by 
trained obser^jers. If they w not used by trained observers their 
msults easily beaom omtcmLnated, ^ Ratings^ then^ should only serve 
as ro'L^h approdsals of behavior and should be used with disaretion. 

Rating Scales Can Be Effective Tools if Used Properly 

The authorQ of this stw^ suggest that if rating scales cm to be used 
in the ePatuatian proaess to indiaate the ^gree to whiah a oharaateristia 
is present they should be used with care md the following aonditim^ 
should be a^ered to, 

1, The admnistrMor being rated should be cble to perfarm the 
aativities on whiah he is being mted* These aatimties should 

' be Bpelled out in the aMnistratorB job Asaription. 

2, The rater must be to observe the behavior being rated md 
make a valid judgmnt of the admLnistrator^ s perfommee, 

3, The aMniBtrator being evaluated should partiaipate in the 
design^ adninistration md review of the rating eaale being med, 

4, Permit the rater to omit ratings where they feel wiable to make 
a judgment, 

bnae the administrative aharaetenstios to be evaluated are identified^^ then 
the rating scale will allow the rater to provide a stSJective opinion indiaat' 
ing the degree to which the aMnistrator being evaltiated has aahieved ihese 
ahm^aateristias . We suggest a scale of five or seven leveU of competent 

^Bergman, and Siegel, A J , , Training Evaluation and Student Achievesmnt 

Mgasurement : A Review of the Literature Lwry Air Force Base, Colorado: 
Technical Trafning Division, 1972. P» 13 and 1^ 
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to be imed to rate each of 0i& ahamapepi&tia&, LlBinff f^mp thm ftm 
Umis tends to zmstriat thm ratap in iindiaaHng a tx^m opinion. Using 
more than sevm UvelQ tandM to slim tlw diax^aateHatim m am att&mpting 
to masm^ bo fine thai aan^'wim oft&n msultm, 

h RECOMMENPATrONS 

I, A uBmamnt aonmiitm m famliyj adjrriniQtToAim^ and 
nm-teaQhing personnel &%mluaHon should be ^painted at 
ev&xy aoll&ge md tmiv&rBitii to make a omtinidat mvim^ 
of the Qurmnt evaluatim poUo-im md pmatims. 
SvibaomrrCtte&s aould hB msigned to Mffemnt areae. of 
invQstigatim. Every institutim should dBmtop m 
0VJaluatio>% bVmprint to met it^- Mn spemal nseds^ 

Formalimd aystamatio evaluatim of mllmge mid imimmity 
adrrriniBtrators should he QarTimd out on n regular^ tim^ 
sahedule, Departmnt heads ^ dirnGtom - divi&im 
ahairmen should bs maluated yearty^ Dems^ vim-pmBid^ntB^ 
'^ovosts, pmaidmt Qhould be mmlumted at regular tim 
periods not to escae^id five yeapB^ 

3. Evaluation ahould be cm ongoing pmaess. 

4. Evaluatim should be madB by peopU in a positim wko 0m hmmily 
evaluate th& per&m h^mg evaluated. 

5. Evaluation should be aonfidentiat* 

e. Evaluatim should indiaate speaLfiaally what aritQHa mil 
be us^d^ . (suah as evaluating a position in terms of a dob 
desoMption) . 

7. Evaluatim should alem'ly outline a tim sahedule wkiah shall 

folloued. 

8. Evaluation should alearty indiaate what skall be done 
with th& results, 

9. Evaluation should be aarried out in a positive vain md not 
■ beaom a whipping post for a minority of the Qon&titu&nts , 

10. Evaluatimt Bhould provi^- a system of mporting the results to 
the person being mmluated - md allM the persm an adequate 
oppeal proaedum^ if the person 30 wishes^ before my results 
are shamd with others. 

it. Evatuatim is es&ential to'^ati aonponents of wltege ^ miversity 
oormmity. If m going to evaluate^ we should evaluate the 
studBntB^. faaulty^ aMnistrators ^ md non-teadhing personnel. 
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L Amid deo^iloping evaluaHon iywtrwmmte Jbp iwpUmntatian 
duping a am&is. 

2, Avoid 0peai at intemst groi^& iB&idng evaluaHm in&tmrmnts, 
■J, Avmd evaluatims by inMviduals not apr^et&nt to m^ke the 

=1. AmCd moBs distHbutim of findinQS that mc^ be distart&d md 
wed with news mdia. 

S. Avoid aaaepting wvaiuaHm as a poMr pl^ m aatlBatim 
baTgaining, 

Avoid QvemtmBBing of indindumt it0m ^art fmm the amtgM 
of the. whole ei^atuatian inBtmment, 

7^ Avoid over^imBsing of inMviduat evalnatims as worth the 
&m& palm - smmrrtne baakgromd of xmsprndBnt. 

8\ Avoid mcking fimat maommendation& bm&d m svalucttion materiaZ 
iJHah mly mpmsente a part of the total piatum.. 



nmi STATEMENT 



Jilts stu^ alearly Bi^&tmtiates the faat that evaluatim of 
QMmBtmtors in higher eduoatim is a mefHty n&gUGted area 
md at its beat the state of the is miy^ pnmtipe. Them 
am a few enaoura^ng &ig[>tB of aona&m&d aSdniBtratom taking 
actiron. Signifiamt ahmgeB muat be madB by pmfeBsionals^ in 
eduaation or others mil make them for w> Nm md areative 
praaBdure& for emmAning htmm sndBuPom wilt nurture n0ii) 
gvMth and offer a better imde'^tmdinff of ^bh& mmptem field 
of admimstrcztive evaluatim* 



IB 
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TABLE »\ 

LIST OF RESPONDING AASCU INSTtTUTIONS INDICATING THE TYPE 
OF ADMINISTRATOR EVALUATION USED 



- - -^ -^ r.-.-.r^-^~ — - - ■ - 1 


Forma 1 


1 n 1 vJ nna i 


Wr^ F i/^ 1 ij^t i on 


NaiiTie, af (rvstltutlon ! 


Evaluati on 


Eva lust 11 on 


of Adniinistrators 


ALAB.AHAi 








Livingston IJnivi^rslty 

University of Alabaiina at Hyintsville 




X 

X 


Y 
A 


University of South Alabama 








» 

AiRiZONA; 








Mdrthe rn Ar i zona Un i va rs i ty 




X 




ARKANSAS • 








Arkansas Poiytechinlc Col legs 




X 


X 


Arkan^^s State llnrvar^itV 




X 




i 1 w 1 'J U t w i t q; Ik ^ « W t * ^ 2| 






X 


Snuf he rn State Go ll^ae 






CALIFORN lA- 








California Poly technic State Uplverisity^ 


I X 






San Luis Obispo 






California State College, Bakersfield 


Y 






Call fornia State Conege, torn! iiquez H i lis 




X 


X 


California State University, Fresno 






Ca J s fom 1 a S t ate On i va rs i ty , Los Ange l\es 


X 


X 
X 
X 




California State UnSversltyj Long Beach 






California State yniversltyg Horthrldge 






California State CoUega, Sonoma 






Im DUgo State Universtty 


X 




X 


3 an rrancisco Dcate luniversity 








COLORADO : 








Mams State Conege 
^fropontan State College 


X 


X 
X 




SiOytherri' Colorado Stat^a Cot lege 1 

i il iifi, i^e-j t \/ /^-T M #^ IP h i0« rni r 1 nfi 
Un 1 VSirS I ly |^<U r w f IC; I 1 f WLffiwisuw 




X 

X 




Western State College of EoloradQ, 








19 
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Name of Institution 


Formal 
Evialyat Ion 


1 n f 0 fma 1 

Eval uat ion 


No Evaluat'ion 
of Administrators 


CONNECTICUT: 








Soythern Connecticut State College 
Western Connecticut State College 






X 
X 


Di STRICT OF COLUMBliA: 




* 




Federal City College 


X 






FLORIDA: 








Florldi? Atlantfc University ' 
IFIorf da Agri cul tu ral and 
Mechan 1 cal Un\!\yers i ty. 
UrniverSity of North Florida 
The University of West Florida 


A 

X 


X 




GEORGIA: 








Albany State College 
Armstrong State College 
Augusta Col lege 
Col unnbus Col lege 
Georgia College 
Georgia Southern Col lege 
Valdosta State College 
West Georgia College 


X 


X 
X 

X . 

X 

X 

X 


X 


GUAM: 








Uni vers 1 ty of Guam 




X 




IDAHOt 








Boise State University 
1 daho State university 
Lewis -CI ark State College 


i 

i « 


X 

X 


X 


ILLINOIS: 








Eastern Illinois University 
Governors State Unlversitv 
Northeastern nnnofS University 
Northern 1 1 1 f no i s Un I ve rs i ty 
Sangamon State University 
Southern Illinois University, 
Edwardsvt 1/ le 
gj^l^-ist^ern nHnois University 


X 
X 

X 

20 


X 

X 
X 


X 



16 



Narrift of Insti tut ion 



INDIANA: 



BaU State University 
Irfdiana State University 



IOWA: 

Uni varsity of Northern Iowa 
KANSAS: 

Emporia Kansas State College 
Fort Hays Kansas State Col lege 
Kansas State College of Pittsburg 
Wichita State University 

KpTUCKV : 

Eastern Kentucky University 
Morehead State University 
Hurray State University 
florthern KentQcky State College 
Western Kentucky University 

LOUISIANA: 

Grambl ing College 
Louisiana T'ech University 
Northwestern State University of 

Louisiana 
Soy thaas tern Louisiana University 
University of Southwestern Louisiana 

MAINE: 

Harne Maritime Academy 
Unfversity of Maine at Augusta 
University of Maine at Hachias 
University of Maine at Port land^Gorham 

MARYLAND: 

Bowile State College 
Coppln State Col lege 
Towson State College 



EKLC 
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Formal 

E val uat i on 



X 
X 

X 



X 

X 



X 
X 



X 
X 



I nformal 

Eva 1 uat i on 



X 
X 



No Evaluation 

of Administrator 



X 

X 



1-7 





Formal 


1 n forma 1 


No Evaluation 


Name of Inst i tut i on 


Evaluition 


E valuat i on 


of Administrators 


MASSACHUSETTS: 








Boston State College 








Bridgewater State College 




X 




Massachusetts College of Art 




X 




Massachusetts Haritlnia Academy 






X 


North Adams State College 




X 




Lowell State College 




X 


X 


c r 1 c i u J uo 1 1 €y€ 






Worcester Scata College 


X 






MICHIGAN: 








Central Michigan Universit/ 


X 


X 




Grant Valley State Col leges 






Oak land Un i ve rs I ty 


X 






Saginaw Va! ley Col lege 




X 




Western Michigan University 




X 




MINNESOTA: 








Bemldji State College 




X 




Moorhead State College 




X 




baint liouq atace LoNege 








ViinonB State College 


X 






MISSISSIPPI r 








Alcorn A 6 M University 




X 




Delta State University 




X 




Mississippi University for Women 






X 


Mississippi vai ley ^tate uniyerbiuy 






X 


University of Southern Mississippi 






MISSOURI.: 








Central Missouri State Un I vers i ty 






X 


Harris Teachers College 




X 




Missouri Southern College 




X 




Missouri Western College 


X 






Northwest Missouri S tate Un ? vers i ty 




X 




Southwest Missouri State University 




X 




ERIC 
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18 



Name of Inst i tut i on 



MONTANA J 

Montana College of Mineral Science 

and Technology 
Northern Montana College 
Western Montana College 
Eastern Montana College 



NEBRASKA: 

Chadron State College 
Kearney State College 
Wayne State College 
University of Nebraska at Omaha 



NEVADA: 

University of Nevada at Las Vegas 

NEW HAMPSH! RE : 

Plynfiouth State College of the 
University of New Hampshire 

NEW JERSEY- 

College of Medicine and Dentistry of 
New Jersey at Newark 
"Glassboro State College 
Jersey City State College 
Montclair State College 
Newark College of Engineering 
Stockton State Col lege 
Thomas A. Edison College 
Trenton State College 

NEW MEXi CO: 
"Eastern New Mexico University 

NEW YORK: 

"Queens College of City U. 
State University College at Brockport 
State University College at Buffalo 

0 'tember AASCU in 1973' incl uded in study 



ERIC 



Formal 
Eval uat Ion 



X 

X 
X 
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I n f o rma 1 
Eva) uat i on 



No Evaluation 
of Administrator 



X 



19 



Marm of_ I ns tl tut i on 



HEW YORK: (Continued) 



State Uni ve rs i ty 
State University 
State University 
State Uni ve rs i ty 

Science ^ Genese 
•'State Uni vers Sty 
State Uni ve rs i ty 
of Arts and Scl 
State Uni ve rs 1 ty 

Science, Piatt 
Empi re State Col 1 

of New York 
State Uni ve rs ity 



NORTH CAROLINA: 



Col lege , Cort land 
Col lege , Oneonta 
Col lege at Potsdam 
Col lege of Arts and 

0 

College^ Old Westbury 
of New York , Co I lege 
ences Oswego 
Col lege of Arts and 
sbu rgh 

ege. State University 
College at Utica/Rome 



Appalachian State University 
East Carolina Unt varsity 
Elizabeth City State University 
North Carolina Central University 
University of North Carolina 

at Ashevi 1 1 e 
University of North Carolina at 

Charlotte 
Western Carolina University 



NORTH DAKOTA: 

Dickinson State College 
Minot State Col lege 
Valley City State College 



OHIO: 

Bowjing Green State University 
Cleveland State UnfversFty 
The University of Akron 
Younstcwn State University 



OKLAHOMA: 

Northeastern Ok lahoma State University 

Northwestern Oklahoma State University 

Southwestern Oklahoma State University 



^Member AASCU 

ERLC 



in 1973- I ncl uded In study 



Fo rma 1 


1 n f 0 rma 1 


No Evaluation 


Eval uat i on 


Eval uaU on 


of Administrators 


X 






V 
A 






X 






X 


X 




V 

A 


y 

A 




X 


X 




X 


X 




X 






X 


X 






X 






V 
A 






X 






X 






X 




X 










X 




X 






X 






X 




X 








X 






X 








X 


X 








X 








X 
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Nam of Institutjon 


Forma 1 
Eval uat i on 


1 nformal 

Eva 1 uat i on 


No Evaluation 

of Administrators 


OREGON: 








Eastern Oregon College 
Oregon Institute of Technology,. 
Portland State University 
Southern Oregon College 


X 


X 
X 

X 




PENNSVLVANI A: 








Bioomsburg State College 

California State College 

Clarion State College 

East Stroudsburg State Col lege 

Edinboro State College 

Indiana University of Pennsylvania 

Kutztown State College 

Lock Haven State College 

Millersville State College 

The Capitol Campus, The Pennsylvania 

State University 
Shlppensburg State College 
West Chester State College 


X 
X 

X 


X 

X 
X 

X 

X 
X 


X 
X 

X 


RHODE ISLAND: 








Rhode Island Col leae 




X 




SOUTH CAROLINA: 








The College of Charleston 
Francis Hart on College 
Lander Col lege 
Wlnthrop Col lege 


X 


X 
X 


V 

X 


SOUTH DAKOTA^ 








Black Hills State College 
Dakota State College 
Northern State College 
The University of South Dakota at 
Sprlngf ie Id 


X 
X 


X 
X 




TENNESSEE: 








Austin Peay State University 
East Tennessee State University 
Tennessee Technological University 

ppYp-e University of Tennessee at 

SS^Nashville 


X 25 


X 
X 
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Nama of Inst i tut ion 



TEXAS: 

East Texas State University 
North Texas State University 
Sam Houston State Untversfty 
Texas A & i University at Corpus Chrlsti 
University of Houston at Clear Lake City 
The University of Texas at San Antonio 
West Texas State University 
Midwestern Un! vers! ty 



UTAH: 

Weber State Col lege 
VERMONT: 



Castleton State College 
Johnson State College 
Lyndon State College 



VIRGINIA: 

CI inch Val ley Col lege 

College of Willi am and Mary 

George Mason University 

Longwood Col lege 

Mad I son Co 1 lege 

Mary Washington College 

Old Dominion University 

Radford College 

Virginia Military Institute 



WASHINGTON: 

Central Washington State College 
Eastern Washington State College 
Western Washington State College 



WEST VIRGINIA: 

Bluefield State College 
Concord College 
Marshal 1 Un i vers I ty 



EKLC 



Formal 


1 n formal 


Eva) uat ion 


Evaluation 




X 




X 




X 




X 




X 




X 




X 


X 






X 




X 


X 






X 


X 




X 


X 




X 


X 




X 






¥ 
A 


X 






■ • ■ X 




X 


26 





No Evaluatlbn 
of Administfator 



X 
X 



X 
X 



22 





Formal 


! n forma 1 


No Evaluation 


Name of Institution 


Evaluation 


Eva 1 uat i on 


of Administrators 




WEST VIRGINIA: (Continued) 








Shepherd Col lege 




X 




West Liberty State College 


X 






West Virginia Institute of 








Tachnology 


A 






West Virginia State College 






X 


WISCONSIN: 








University of WI scons 1 n^Eau Claire 




X 




University of Wi scons i n-Pl attevi 1 le 




X 




University of Wi scons i n-^Stout 




X 




University of W! scons i n-Superi or 




X 




University of Wi scons i n-Whi tewater 




X 
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PART I I 1 
TABLE n 



LEVELS OF ADMINISTRATION EVALUATED IN AASCU INSTITUTIONS 
USING FORMALIZED SYSTEMATIC EVALUATION 



Institutions 


See 
P. 23 


Pres 


Chan 


■■■ - - i — 
Prov 


Aca 
Dean 


Vice 
Pres 


Dl V 
; Chrm 


Dept 
Head 


DI r 


Other 


California State College, 

Bake rs f t e 1 d 
San Dtego State University^ 
California State Un i ve rs i ty 

Los Angeles 
California Polytechnic 
State University^ San Lfjis 
Obi spo 


1 

2 
3 

k 


X 
X 






X 
M 

X 

X 


X 
X 

X 




X 




Dean of Stud, , 
Cont. Ed. Adm. 

Al 1 Deans 


Adams State College 


5 


X 








X 


X 








Federal City College 


6 








X 


X 


X 


K 


X 


Al 1 other 
Admf n i s t rat i on 


Florida Agricultural and 
Mechanical University 

The University of West 
Flori da 

University of North Florida 


7 

8 

9 


X 
X 




X 


X 
X 


X 

X 
X 


X 


X 
X 


X 
X 




Armstrong State College 


10 


X 






X 






X 






Sangamon State University 
Governors State University 
Northeastern Illinois 
Un i ve rs 1 ty 


12 
1 I 

13 


X 
M 

X 




X 


X 
X 

X 


X 
X 

X 


X 


X 


X 
X 

X 


Annual ly appt . 

staff 

Chief Exec* 
Officer 


Univarsity of Northern Iowa 


15 








X 






X 






Kansas State College of 

Pi 1" t" q h ij rQ 
ri Lb^vUi M 

Fort Hays Kansas State 

Col lege 
Emporia Kansas State 

Col lege 


16 
17 
18 


X 






¥ 

A 

X 
X 


Y 
A 

X 


X 


X 
X 
X 


X 
X 




numbers following instl 
:[^(^" loeatlon, see Ch«rt §1 


tutl 


ons re 


fer to 




29 













25 





1 nst i tut I ons 


See 
P. 23 


Pres 


Chan 


P rov 


Aca 
Dean 


V I ce 
Pres 


n 1 1 f 
Chmn 


n^ nf 

Head 


Dlr 


Other 




Western Kentucky 
Un i vers i ty 


19 


X 






V 
A 


V 
A 




X 








Gramb ling Col lege 
Louisiana Tech University 


20 
21 








X 
X 




X 


X 
X 


X 


Deans 


UJ 

% 


University of Maine at 
Port land'Gorham 
University of Maine at 
Augus t a 


22 
23 


X 
X 






X 
X 


X 


X 




X 
X 


Adm. Asst, 
Stud. Affair 




Bowl e State Col lege 
Towson State University 


2k 
25 


X 






Y 
A 

X 


y 
A 

X 


¥ 
A 


X 

A 


X 
X 


All Admin* 
Personnel 


iJl 

in 

<f 


Worcester State College 
Boston State College 


26 
27 




X 
X 


X 


X 


X 
X 


X 




X 




HICH 


Central Michigan 

Uni versi ty 
Oakland University 


28 
29 










X 




X 


X 

X 


All Admin, 
Types 
Al 1 wi th 
faculty 
status 




Saint Cloud State College 
Winona State Col lege 


30 
31 


X 

;x 


X 




X 
X 


X 




X 

X 


X 




o 


Missouri Western College 


32 


X 






X 


X 


X 




X 


Coordinators 


H 

z 

£ 


MnnfanA fnl Ibop of Mineral 
Science and Technology 


33 


X 






X 




X 


X 


X 


Bus, Manager 
Adm, Dlrec, 


CO 
LU 


University of Nebraska at 
Omah a 


3^ 




X 


X 


X 






X 


X 


Ass i stants 




Plymouth State College of 
the University of New 
Hampsh 1 re 


35 


X 






X 








X 


Bus. Manager 
Asst* Pres, 
Registrar 




Stockton State College 
Glassboro State Col lege 


36 

37 


X 
X 






X 
X 


X 
X 


X 


X 


X 
X 






^The numbers following ins 
map location, see Chart 

c 


t i tut it 
§2 


ns rs 


fer tc 




30 













26 





Institutions 


See 
P. 23 


Pres 


Chan 


Prov 


Aca 
Dean 


vice 
Pres 


Div 
Chmn 


Dept 
Head 


Di r 






State University College, 

Oneonta 
State University College 

at Potsdam 
State University College, 

Cortland 
State University College 

at Brockport 
Empire State Collage, 

State University of New 

York 

State University College 

at Buffalo 
Queens College of City U. 
State University Collegej 

Old Westbury 
State University of New 

York, College of Arts 

and Science, Oswego 
State University College 

at Utica/Ron^ 
State University College 

of Arts and Science^ 

Geneseo 
State University College 

of Arts and Sclenc#i 

Plattsburgh 


38 
39 
40 
41 

kz 
43 

46 

47 
48 

70 

71 


X 
X 
X 

' X 

X 
X 

X 

X 

X 

X 
X 


^■--^ — ^ 


X 


X 

X 
X 

X 


X 
X 

X 


X 


X 

X 

X 


X 

X 
X 


X 

Assts, to 
Administrators 


O 


University of North 
Carolina at Charlotte 


49 














X 




Manage rs 


OH 1 0 t 


Bowling Green State 
Un i versi ty 


50 


X 




X 


X 


X 


X 


X 


X 




i£ 
-J 


Northeaste rn Ok 1 ahoma 
State University 


51 


X 






X 


X 


X 


X 


X 






Southern Oregon Col lege 


52 


X 






X 




X 


X 








The Capitol Campus, The 
Pennsylvania State 
Uni vers 1 ty 
Kutitovm State College 
East Stroudsburg State 
College 


53 
54 

56 






X 


X 
X 

X 


X 
X 


X 


X 
X 


A 




E 


R^C^ number follwJng fnsti 


tut ion 


1 refe 


' to m 


ip loc 


it I on , 


see CI 


art #: 




31 
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Institutions F 


See 
23 . 


Pres . 


Chan 


Prov 


Aca 
Dean 


Vice 
Pres 


Di V 
Chmn 


Dept 
Head 


Di r 


Other _ 


in 


Lander Col lege 


57 


A 






X 


X 


X 


X 


X 




* 


Northern scace uo Megt: 
The University of South 
Dakota at Springfield 


58 

59 


X 




X 


X ' 
X 


X 


X 

X 


X 


X 




Z 


The University of Tenn^ 
essee at Nashvi I le 


60 




X 




X 




X 


X 


X 


X 


VIRGINIA VT ■ ■ 


Castleton State College 


61 


X 






X 




X 




X 


Bus* Dean c 
Stud, Affai 


Radford Col lege 
Old Oominion University 
Longwood Col lege 
Madison Col lege 
ColSege of William and 
Ha ry 


62 
63 

6^4 

65 
66 


X 
X 




X 
X 


X 
X 
X 
X 

X 


X 
X 

X 

X 


X 
X 


X 
X 
X 
X 

X 


X 
X 
X 

X 




m 
% 


Eastern Washington State 
Co 1 lege 


67 


X 














X 
X 


X 


> 
3 


West Liberty State College 
West Virginia Institute of 
Technology 


68 

69 








X 
X 


X 


X 
X 


X 

X 


A 1 1 AHm! n 1 ^ 
t ration 



AThe numbers follwing Institutions refer to 
map location, see Chart til 



Chart itk shows the AASCU institutions which have reported tha 
they do evaluate their administrators using an informal evaluation 
p^-ocedure, and the levels of administration they evaluate. 
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TABLE HI 

■VELS OF ADMINISTRATION EVALUATED IN AASCU rNSTITUTIONS 
USING INFORMAL EVALUATIVE PROCEDURES 







D 0 *3 




Lnan___ 


f rov 


Aca 

UBSD 


VI fte 
r r B i- 


Di V 

' I K mri 


Dapt 




0 thp r 


'ALA 1 


Untverslty of South 

Al absma 
University of Alabama at 

Huntsvi I le 


108 
109 


X 






X 

X 


X 
X 


X 


X 

X 


X 
X 




ARIZ 


Northern Ar^Jona Univer- 
si ty 


107 








X 




X 


X 


X 




< 


Arkansas State University 
Henderson State Collega 


106 
113 








X 
X 


X 
X 


X 

X 


X 

X 


X 
X 




o 

< 
u 


Cal \ forni a State 

Un 1 ve rs i ty Lortg Beach 
CaUfornla State College^ 

Sonoma 

California State Col lege ^ 

Domi nguez HI lis 
California State Univer= 
sity, North ridge 


101 

102 
103 

m 


X 




No ir 
No I r 


X 

format 
format 
X 


X 

ion 

f on 




X 

X 


X 




o 

3 

a 


University of Northern 

Colorado 
Southern Colorado State 

Co I lege 
Metropolitan State College 
Western State College of 

Co lorado 


97 

98 
99 

m 


X 

X 
X 






X 
X 

X 


X 
X 


X 

X 


X 

X 

X 


X 
X 




FLA 


Florida Atlantic Univer- 
s i ty 


96 









X 


X 


X 


X 


X 




a 


Georgia Southern College 
Georgia Col lege 

Valdosta State College 
Augusta Col lege 
Albany State College 
West Georgia College 


91 

92 

15 
93 
9^1 
95 






No ir 


X 

X 

ifwrmat 
X 
X 
X 


X 
Ion 


X 
X 

X 


X 

X 

X 

X 
X 


X 
X 

X 
X 
X 




EH 


tthe nufrfcers following ini 
j^map locatjon, see Chart #j 


:l tut! 
Z 


jns re 


"er to 

















29 





Inst 1 tut 1 ons 


See 


Pres 


Chan 


P rov 


Aca 
Dean 


Vi ce 

Pres 


Di V 

Chmn 


Dept 
Head 


Di r 


Other 




Un i vers I cy of Guam 


90 






1 


X 

i 


X 


X 


X 


X 






Lev^Is = C] ^Tirk State College 
Boise State University 


89 
88 


X 




No 1 


X 

n forma 


t f on 


X 








ILLINOIS 1 


Southern Illinois Univer- 
s 1 ty , Edwardi VI 1 la 
Eastern intnofs University 
Northern Mllnois Unlver= 
s i ty 


87 
86 

85 


X 
X 


X 


X 

X 


X 

X 

X 


X 
X 


X 
X 


X 
X 

X 


X 

X 






Indiana State University 


Bk 








X 


X 




X 


X 




KANSAS 1 


Wichita State University 
Fort Hays Kansas State 
Col lege 


83 
105 








X 
X 


X 
X 


X 


X 
X 


X 
X 






Murray State University 
Morehead State University 


81 
82 


X 




X 


X 


X 
X 


X 


X 

X 


X 




< 


Northwestern State Univer^ 
s i ty of Loui s i ana 


80 






• 


X 




X 


X 


X 






University of Maine at 
Mach i as 


79 


X 






X 






X 


X 






Coppin State College 


78 








X 


X 


X 


X 






MASS i 


North Adams State College 
Massachusetts College of 
Art 

Westf leld State College 
Bridgewater State College 


74 

75 
76 
77 


X 






% 

X 
X 


X 


X 
X 
X 


X 
X 
X 


X 
X 




X 


Saginaw Valley College 
Grand Valley State Colleges 
Western Michigan Univer-^ 
s! ty 


71 

72 

73 


X 






X 
X 

X 


X 
X 


X 


X 








^The number following insti 
> map location, see Chart |2 


tut ion 


i refe 


r to 




f 
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1 ns t f t uti ons 


See 
P, 23 


Pres 


Chan. 


P rov 


Aca 

Dean 


Vice 
Pres 


Di v 

Chmn 


Dept 

Head 


Di r 


Other 




Bemidji State College 
Moorhead State College 


69 
70 










X 


X 
X 


X 
X 


X 
X 




MISS 1 


University of Southern 

Ml ss 1 ss 1 pp 1 
Delta State University 
Alcorn State University 


66 
67 
68 






X 


X 
X 
X 


X 


X 

X 


X 

X 
X 


X 
X 




^ 

O 
1/1 
i/> 


Htssouri SoutTiern College 
Southwest Missouri State 

Un i ve rs t ty 
Northwest Missouri State 

Un i ve rs i ty 
Harris Teachers College 


62 

63 

64 
65 




X 




X 
K 

X 


X 


X 


X 

X 

X 
X 


X 

X 

X 
X 




o 


Eastern Montana Col lege 


16 








X 


X 


X 


X 


X 


X 




Chadron State College 
Kearney State Col lege 
Wayne State College 


58 
59 
60 








X 
X 
X 


X 
X 


X 
X 


X 
X 


X 
X 
X 




UJ 

z 


University of Nevada at 
Las Vegas 


61 






No I 


n f Q rma 


t i on 










NiEW JERSEY 1 


College of Medicine and 
Dentistry of New Jersey 

Newark Col lege of 
Ing i nee ring 

Trenton State Col lege 

Jersey City State College 
Montclair State College 


53 

54 
55 

56 
57 


X 
X 






X 
X 

X 


X 

X 


X 


X 

X 

X 


X 

X 
X 


Staff Admmi 
t rators 

all p ro f * St 


m 


Eastern New Mexico 
Un i vers i ty 


51 


X 






X 


X 


X 


X 








5^The numbers following inst 
map location, see Chart #2 

c 


i tut io 


ns ref 


er to 
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1 nst ! tut i ons 


See 
P . 23 


Pres 


Chan 


Prov 


Aca 
Dean 


vi ce 

Pres 


Di V 

Chmn 


Dept 
Head 


Di r 


Other 


c 
p 

m 
y 


State University Collage 

of Arts and Science, 

Plattsburgh 
State University College 

of Arts and Science, 

Geneseo 
State University College, 

0 1 d Westbur 7 
State University of New 

York , Col lege of Arts 

and Science, Oswego 
State University College 

at Utica/Rome 


if8 

k7 
112 

50 
hS 


X 
X 




X 


X 
X 

X 


X 
X 

X 
X 


X 
X 

X 
X 


X 

X 
X 

X 
X 


X 

X 
X 

X 
X 


Stu. Personni 
Admission^ li 
St ruct i onal 
resources 


North Carolina Central 

Un i vers i ty 
Un 1 vers! ty of North 

Carolina at Asheville 
Appalachian State 

Un i vers i ty 
East Carolina University 
Elizabeth City State 

Un i vers j ty 


kl 
kl 

Wk 
kk 

ki, 




X 
X 




X 
X 

X 




X 
X 


X 

X 

X 
X 

X 


X 
X 

V 

X 

X 


All Asst. 


N. DAKOTA 1 


Minot State College 
Valley City State College 
Dickinson State College 


39 
k\ 
kQ 


X 
X 






X 
X 
X 


X 
X 
X 


X 
X 
X 


X 


X 


A1 1 other 
Adml n * 


a: 
o 


The University of Akron 
ri^v#s1and State Univer^ 
s i ty 


37 
38 








X 
X 


X 


X 


X 

Y 

A 


X 


Asst. 




Northwestern Oklahoma 
State Un I vers i ty 


36 








X 




X 


X 


X 




L3 
LU 

fig 


Oregon 1 nst 1 tute of 

Techno logy 
Portland State Universitv 
Eastern Oregon College 


33 
ik 


X 






X 

X 


X 
X 


X 
X 
X 


X 


X 
X 
X 


Assoc, Deans 


El 


i^The numbers following tP 
map location, see Chart ; 


e inst 
2 


1 tut ic 


ns rei 


er to 

36 
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1 ns t i tut ions 


p. 23 


Pres 


Chan 


Prov 


Dean 


Vi ce 

P res 


Di V 

Chmn 


Dept 
Head 


Di r 


Other 


i 

UJ 
Q- 


Indiana University of 

Pennsy 1 van i a 
West Chester State College 
Clarion State College 

F #4 1 n K ^rs ^f^it"^ rr^i i 

Lock Haven State Col lege 
Shippensburg State Callege 


27 
28 

29 
30 
31 
32 


X 
X 




X 
X 


X 
X 
X 
X 
X 


X 
X 
X 
X 
X 


X 
X 

X 

X 


X 
X 

X 

X 


X 
X 
X 
X 

X 






FAMOQe J 5 (ana uoi leye 


26 


X 






X 


X 




X 


X 


— — ^ 


«^ 
CO 


The Col lege of Charleston 
r r3rit ? b rid r \ uf i uu i i 


24 


X 






X 


X 




X 


X 




tn 


Black Hills State Col J age 
Dakota State College 


11 
23 


y 






X 
X 




K 
X 




X 


Central Admin 


ty 
h- 


Tennessee Technological 

Un 1 ve rs 1 ty 
Austfn Peay State Unlvtir- 

s 1 ty 


111 
1 10 








X 

X 


X 
X 


X 


X 

X 


X 




TEXAS 1 


East Texas State Universitv 
West Texas State UniversitV 
The University of Texas at 
San Antonio 

un 1 vs fsity Qi nuubL wr i a u 

Clear Lake City 
Midwestern Uni vers! ty 

KJ<-^F*t'H T&v3e ^^3t"ea llntx^^r" — 
l^orLii iCAQs iSLsLE univei 

si cy 


17 
18 

19 

20 
21 

■ 52 


X 

X 

X 




X 

No 1 


X 

X 

X 

X 
X 

nf ormi 


X 
X 

X 

X 
X 

t i on 


X 
X 


X 
X 

X 
X 


X 
X 

X 

X 
X 




UTAH 1 


Weber State College 


\k 


X 






X 


X 




X 








Johnson State College 


13 












X 




X 






rllni^h l^v Tnl l^n^ 

l^liliWM VqI icy WW! lE^E 

George Mason University 
Mary Washington College 
Madison Col lege 


12 
1 1 
10 
17 


X 


X 
X 


X 
X 


X 
X 
X 
X 


X 

X 


X 


X 
X 
X 


X 




E 


*The numbers following the 
map location, see Chart 


inst 1 t 


ut i ons 


refe r 


to 

37 















33 















Aca 


Vi ce 


Di V 


Dept 








1 nst i tut ions 




Pres 


Chan 


P rov 


Dean 


Pres 


Chmn 


Head 


Dir 


Other 




C^nf r^l W^^hlnaton State 
Col lege 


8 


X 






X 


X 


X 


X 


X 


AI I Admin, 




Western Washington State 
Col lege 


9 


X 






X 


X 


X 


X 






< 


























Concord Col lege 
Shepherd Col lege 


6 

7 








X 
X 


X 


X 
X 


X 

X 


X 
X 


Exec, Asst. 




























University of Wisconsin^ 
Super i or 


1 








X 


X 




X 








University of Wisconsin^ 
Stout 


5 




X 




X 


X 




X 


X 






University of Wisconsin^ 
Whitewater 


2 




X 




X 


X 






X 






University of Wisconsin^ 
P lattevi 1 1e 


3 




X 




X 






X 


X 




ISCON 


^University of Wisconsin^ 
Eau Clai re 














X 








3 

























AThe numbers following the institutions refer to 
map location, see Chart #2 
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